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SECTION: Administration

REPORT TITLE: Menterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
RESPONSE BY: Monterey County Board of Supervisors

RESPONSE TO: Findings 1-79

Senior Management

Finding 1. After 15 years, one Planning Director retired, and a new Planning Director was
hired in 1999. In 2000, that Planning Director was replaced with a Planning Director operating
out of the County Administrative Office with iwg Assistant Planning Diveciors operating the
Department. In 2001, a new Planning Director was hired to operate within the Department with
a new Chief Assistemt Plemming Director, an Assistart Director for Ploming and an Assistant
Planning Divector for Building and Inspections.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 2: The Planning Director cnd Chief Assistant Planning Director formed an Executive
Committee consisting of themselves and the Assistant Planning Directors of Planning and
Building Inspection Divisions.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 3: Development of the (General Plan was moved to the Coumty Administrator 's Office
{CAQ) in 2001 but later was returned to the Depariment in 2003, Additional staff was not
atlocated to PBID for the General Plan Update (GPU) assignment.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The GPU was initiated in the
CAO’s office with staff transferred from PBID. Subsequently in 2004 when the GPU was
transferred to PBID, additional staff (one Senior Planner and one Senior Office Assistant) was
allocated to the Department. However, during the same period of time approximately 20
positions were deleted in PBI1D due to budget reductions.

Finding 4: Inecrly 2005, the newly appointed Courty Adminisirative Officer announced
consotidation of agencies dealing with land use issues into the Resource Managemem Agency
(RMA) to be composed of Planning and Building Inspection Department, Redevelopmient,
Capital Profjects, and Public Works. In addifion, liaison personnel for Envirormmental Health
and Water Resources Agency have been designated to work with the new RMA. A new direcior
Jor RMA assumed responsibilities for the Agency in Ociober.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. It is noted that the RMA also includes the
Housing Program.

Finding 5: The CAQ moved responsibility jfor finemcial management, lumaon resonrces and
administrative gperations into the RMA office. Each department will have a humen resources
person who will report 1o the Human Resources Manager in the RAMA.
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Response: The respondent agrees with the finding, It is noted that the official title of the RMA
hurman resources manager is Administrative Operations Manager.

Finding 6: The CAO was the appointing authority for the Planming Direcior prior o the
creation of RMA; now the Planning Director is appointed by the RMA Director. The most recent
Planning Director was appointed by the immediate past County Administrative Qfficer. There
was no job description or outside recruitment for the position. 1t should be noted that the
Planning Director has ammounced his retirement at the end of 2003,

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. While there was no official job
description, there was a job description that was used in the recruitment for the Director of
Planning and Building Inspection.

Finding 7: The Chief Assisiant Director was appointed by the Planning Director 3 i/2 years
ago. While the recruitment announcement inclided a brief job description, there was no official
Jjob description and, in fact, a job description remains in draft form. The Chief Assistant
Director’s primary responsibilities are as a lead project planner, e.g., Rancho San Juan,
September Ranch, East Garrison, and GPUL

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The Chief Assistant Director’s
primary responsibilities included Rancho San Juan, September Ranch, East Garrison, General
Plan Update, and oversight of contracts, human resources, and administrative functions,

Finding 8; The Building and Inspection Director, employed since 2003, left in mid-2005.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. Tt is noted that the official title of the
position is Assistant Director of Planning and Building Inspection/Building Official.

Finding 9: The focus of senior management is on processing major projects, developing the
County General Plan and related policies rather then on day-to-day operations and
administration of the Department.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Senior management is fully
involved in the day-to-day operations and administration of the Department in addition to
processing major planning and development projects.

Finding 10: The majority of those imerviewed stated that there is a lack of leadership and
kmowledge of land use and building inspection within senior management.

Response: The respondent partially disagrees with the finding. While the opinions of
individuals who were interviewed are not disputed, the perception that senior management
lacked knowledge is not accurate. Three of the four members of senior management had
extensive knowledge and experience in land use, environmental science and regulations, and
building inspection, Their cumulative professional experience exceeded 75 years.
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Middle Management and Line Staff

Finding 11: From 1999 to 2004, 183 employees left the Depariment {37 per year on average).
Based on these data there has been an equivalent of 100% turnover rate every 3!z years.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 12: Turnover of middle-management aad Senior Planners positions is low,; however,
turnover among Assistant and Associate Planners is among the highest. At one point in 2005, all
14 Associate Plemner positions were vacani.

Response: The respendent disagrees partially with the finding. In 2005, the tumover rate of
middle management, including Senicr Planners, was 16%. During the same period the turnover
in Associaie Planner positions was significantly higher, but at no time were all 14 Associate
Planner pesttions vacant.

Finding 13: Reasons for turngver include workioad, stressful work emvirorament from both
internal emd external pressures, cost of living in the Momnterey Bay region, lack of job safisfaction,
lack of operational management structure, lock of leadership, and complex and numerous
regulations. This list of deficiencies has contributed to low morale among members of the staff.

Response; The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Additional factors that contributed
to the relatively high turnover rate included release of employees during their probationary period,
promoetions to positions within the County, higher pay in other public jurisdiction or pnvate sector
employment, retirement, family or personal reasons, and terminations.

Finding 14: Because PBID did not have a current compensation study, the Grand Jury
undertook a comparison of compensation for Monterey County planners with the coastal
counties of Ventura, Samta Barbara San Luis Obispo, ard Santa Cruz and found compensation to
be comparabie. Additionally, former employees interviewed did not indicate compensation as
the primary reason for leaving the PBID.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding, In the counties identified,
sompensation is comparable for certain positions. However, exit interviews conducted by PBID
managers indicate that a number of employees left because they can obtain a higher salary
elsewhere. This is particularly true within the Building Division.

Finding 15: Overall, professional plarming staff has requisite edicational credentials.
However, many are eniry level planners without experience, and the Department serves as an
arena within which planners gain experience to proceed to new positions elsewhere.

Response; The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 16: Formal training programs Jor line-staff are available from many sources, but the
training budget was significantly reduced in the previous 3 years. Because of the lack of
training funds, internal departmental education is the primary iraining resource. Iurthermore,
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planners and lower level managers are often forced into a choice of devoting time io fraining as
ageinst taking time away from the demands to respond to applicants’ needs.

Responge: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding, 'We ayree that, due o budget
constraints, the outside training budget was significantly reduced in the last three years.
However, internal trairung has always been a primary source of training, and will remain s even
with a recent infusion of funding for cutside traiming. Training is an investment in making staff
more effective and efficient.

Finding I17: About 4,000 building permit applications are received every year. As of March 14,
2003, case load per Planning Manager ranged from 11 to 62; Senior Planners ranged from § to
35, Associate Playmers ranged from 28 to 70; Assistant Planners rangred from 13 fo 40, Case
load does not reflect tracking over 1,350 projects which are inactive over 80 days to deiermine if
they comply with permii conditions. The case load for planners increased significantly later on
in the year with the loss of plomning staff with some planners having a case load as high as 170
projecis. A consulting firm was hired io assist with the backlog of permiis,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 18: In March, Code Enforcement had 120 active cases for the Peninsula and hod 242
active cases for North County. Code Enforcement/Building Inspectors average 39 building
vigiations and 21 grading violations, Building Inspectors had 12 to 16 inspections/day.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 19: Public records requests demand more and more time of staff. [t was reported that
there were 140 such requesis between Seplember 2004 and February 2003,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 20: While every plenmer is required to implement requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), few planners have the opportunity io atiend CEQA classes
presented by experis. There is a general lack of detailed imowiedge of CEQA within the
Department. Compliance with CEQA can be a fime and cost driver for many permit
applications, and applicanits need to be informed in the initial phases of an application whether
or not the profect is subject to CEQOA and related requirements.

Responge: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Approximately four to five
planners anoually attend Califorma Eovironmental Quality Act (CEQA) training.  In addition,
many staff attend local and state conferences each year. Furthermore, CEQA training is a core
portion of the Department’s internal traiming program. Each executive and middle manager has
no less than 16 years of experience with CEQA. Applicants are advised at the bepinning of the
process whether their project is subject to CEQA

Finding 21: The Building end inspection Division certifies that all permit conditions from the
FPlanning Department and all other agencies are in compliance. When complianee is compleie,
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the Division issues building permits. Building Inspeciors are required io validate that
comstruction iy in aceordance with site and building plans permitted and in compliance with the
permit and that there are no code violations.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 22: Inspectors are required i have current certification in the crafts that are required
Jor project inspection (e.g., siructure, plumbing, electrical, etc.). There are between 15 and 20
different certificates held by some inspectors. The Grand Jury found that of the 12 inspeciors,
available certifications and their dates of record vavied widely, with some having many up-to-date
certifications, others with a minimal mumber of certificates, and some having certificares dating
back many years. All inspectors do not have the full array of current certifications to assuire thet
projects are in complionce with the latest codes. In addition, if inspectors do not have the full
array of certificates, a project site might require inspection by multiple inspectors at different
times instead of one visit to ceriify compliance. This situation can result in delays for builders
and additional costs fe the County and applicant. Courses in any of the required certification are
available from several different professional organizations and are reimbursed by the County.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. There are four basic areas for
certification - plumbing, building, electrical and mechanical. There is an additional certification
for accessibility, which is not a basic certificate. There 15 variation among the building staff with
respect to the number of ceriificates they hold. Inspectors are required to attend training each
year to keep their certifications up to date, at County expense. The Supervising Inspector assigns
staff to inspect projects and will determine if special expertise is required. There are Senior
Inspectors who have more certificates and expertise.

Finding 23: Based on interviews, if appears that many non-exempt planners work overtinme
without compensation even though they were instructed otherwise. Unanthorized overtime work
was underiaken simply fo siay on top of the workivad,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding, It is noted though that the practice has been
reduced by increased oversight of the planning staff and assuring that overtime is authorized first.

Organizational Structure

Finding 24: Permit processing staff is divided imto four ieams - Inland, Coasiad, Speciad
Projects, and Permit Coordinating, and the teams are managed by Planning and Building
Managers. The Grand Jury noted the effectiveness of this organizational structure.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. Please note, however, that there is an
additional team, the Permit Center team,

Finding 25: The Chief Assistant Director is a project plemner for several major projects, which
wotild normally be hemdled by the teams. Sigff used from various teams must stop processing
applications from their already heavy warkload io work on those major projecis.
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Response: The respondent disagrees parhally with the finding The Chief Assistant Director
served as the lead planner for several projects that would normally have been assigned to
planning teams. The complexity and sensitivity of the projects and the loss of staff due to
turnover require high level attention. The participation of members of the planning teams was
limited and resulted i much less of their time than what would have otherwise been required if
the Chief Assistant Director was not involved.

Findinp 26: An Administrative Permit Team 1o process simple permit applications was
efininated due to budget consiraints even though the team facilitated the permitting process.

Response: The respondent disagrees wholly with the finding. The Administrative Permit Team
was eliminated to provide greater opportunity for the less experienced planners to broaden their
skills and benefit from the interaction with more experieticed planners on the geographic teams.

Finding 27: It should be noted the Marina Office will remain open primarily fo issue minor
uilding permits as a convenience lo applicants on the Monierey Peninsula at a cost aof $650,000
ammiclly.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The Marina (Hfice includes a
permit center and building inspeciors who serve the Monterey Peninsula and coastal
communities. The office is a convenience to both customers of the permit center and County
building inspectors responsible for the coastal area.

Internal Operations

Finding 28: Gfthe 17 current and former employees interviewed (excluding the Planning
Drecior eand Chief Assistant Planning Director}, {2 did not have anrmial performance
evaluations as required for all employees by County Persomnel Policies.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 29: Of the emplovees for which we requested evaluation dates from PBID, four had one
evaluation during the last five years and one had one evaluation during the previous two years.
One former emplovee stated he had no evaluations in the two years he was employed. Reviews
were sporadic in occurrence for the rest. Several employees reported maling repeated requests
Jor performance reviews over extended periods af time without success. Plomners received
limited official feedback on performance, and hased on the number of performance reviews
conducted, planners overwhelmingly received salary step increases unrelated to their job
performance. Because of this practice, it is difficuit to release under-performing employees
without evaluations and documentation conducted over an extended period of time, as iy
standard procedure for the conduct of uman resources management.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The preparation of performance
evaluations was inconsistent due to a lack of systematic procedure in the system to notify
managers of the due dates of evaluations. This has been remedied and a new simplified
performance review form has been established to streamline the completion of performance
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reviews. Outside of the formal evaluation process, planning staff receive ongoing feedback from
their supervisors during team meetings and during individual consultations. In the Planning

. Division, the individual meetings occur at least twice per month and cover quality of work and
areas where improvement is needed.

Finding 30: Non-management employees receive aitomatic pay steps even if they do not receive
a performaice review. There is a departmental “tickler” system that alerts managers when
reviews are due.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding, Pay raises are not approved without
either a compieted evaluation or a determination by the individual’s manager or supervisor that
his/her performance is satisfactory. There was a lack of a systematic procedure in the PBID system
to notify managers of the due dates of evaluations. This has been remedied as indicated above.

Finding 31: Performence Evaluations for the Assistani Managers were prepared only once
EVery Iwo years,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. It is noted that Monterey County Personnel
Policies provide for the granting of siep increases for executive management employees (Unit Y)
biennially. The Assistant Directors of Planning and Building [nspection are part of Unit Y.
Formal evaluations, however, are still required annually.

Finding 32: One senior employee acknowledged holding outside employment. Personnel
Policies and Practices Resolution No. 98-394 requires anwual notice gf outside employment,
This notice must be approved by the department head. Only two have been filed, one in 2004
which was not signed by the Planning Director, and ome in 2003,

Response: The respondent agrzes with the finding,

Finding 33: The Grand Jury made ot least two requesis to PBID for capies of internal
adminisirative procedures, but none were provided. While written procedures related to permit
processing abound, there appear to he limited procedures for the day-to-day or standeard
operations of the Department.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially wath the finding. There are two documents that
gontain adeministrative procedures that affect PBID staff The Planning Division prepared one
and the Building Division prepared a second, However, neither document is up to date. Iiis
noted that the RMA is preparing 2 document that contains the administrative pelicies that affect
the Agency’s staff. Tt is further noted that new employees receive instruction in these policies
during their orientation at the time of hire or shortly thereafter.

Finding 34: The Grond Jury gquestioned emplovees about the policy for use of e-mail,
Emplayees had limited awareness that an e-mail policy existed, but had either not seen it or noi
received orientation as to jis application.
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Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding,. While employccs who were
interviewed may have expressed limited awareness of the County’s e-mail policy, they should
have been aware. As an outgrowth of the Department’s increased consciousness of record
keepmg procedures with regard to the Public Records Act, an e-mail policy reganding retention
of e-mail records was drafted in 2004. The policy was reviewed with all PBID staff. PRID’s
pelicy was designed to augment the County’s e-mail policy, which is a chapter in the policies
manual prepared by the Information Technology Department ([TD). The ITD manual is &
comprehensive document addressing County technology and its use.

Finding 35: As of fune 1, 2005, there were four consuliant coniracts in arrears because
documentation of schedule changes and/or chemges in permii conditions was not completed
within the contractuad time lines by the project plamer.  When this ocours, a consuliant is not
paid, and progress on the project stops. However, it was reporied to the Grand Jury that some
consuliants work without pay fo mainiain progress on projects. (Note that consuliants are hired
both by the County to prepare environmenial documentis required by the CEQA and by
applicanis for non-CEQA studies, but in cither case the consuliant is paid directly or indivectly
by the applicaat, Those hired by the County are not paid if the contraet is in arrears due to
County delays.) Semior management had various and inconsistent explanations for the .
Department 's failure 1o process consultant confracty in a timely manner.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. In mast instances, where
payment t¢ consultants was delayed it was because the applicant was not paying their inveices in
a timely manngr. The contract procedure was changed in January 2003 to require a depostt up
front towards completion of the first major work product. In 2005, the contract management
function has been centralized within the RMA, which has enhanced the effectiveness of this
function, No consultants to the County are paid directly by applicants. All contracting and
payment goes through County personnel as governed by a reimbursement agreement with
applicants.

Finding 36: Members of the Board of Supervisors generally have a hands-off policy as it relates
fo deading directly with chamging operations within the Deparitment, leaving this responsibility to
the County Administrative Qfficer.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 37: No studies comparing staffing levels, public record requests, and the mimber of law
siits filed with comparable county planning end building inspection depariments have been
underiafen.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 38: Preparation of recent budgers did not involve all members of senior management.
Additiemally, one senior manager did not receive a copy of the adopted budget gfter several
requests and consequently was unaweare of funds budgeted for siaff training. Budget preparation
Jor the next fiscal vear and fiscal administration was assigned to sigff in the Public Works
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Department in mid-year and will be moved 1o the Resource Management Agency (RMA) when
that depariment becomes functional. This change should improve PBID operations.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The foeur members of the PBID
semor management staff were fully invelved in FY05-06 budget preparation.

Permit Processing

Finding 39: An overwhelming munber of those interviewed said obtaining a permit takes too
long, frequently beyond the time frames of the Sate Permit Streamiining Act, and that there is a
fack of consistency in implementing General Plan policies and zoning ordinanices.

Response: The respondent agrees with the first part of the finding, that processing some
planning permits takes too long. It 1s noted though that there are three significant factors outside
the control of the Department including: incomplete applications; the complexity in the
preparation, public input and scrutiny of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR); and the high
turnover of Planning staff,

The respondent agrees partially with the secend part of the finding, that there is a lack of
consistency in implementing General Plan policies and zoning ordinances. The primary reasons
for the perception of inconsistencies are the nearly three-dozen County documents that contain
policies and regulations directly applicable to development/permit processing. This includes one
General Plan, nine area plans, the Coastal Act, four coastal land use plans, ten primary and
multiple lesser County ordinances, as well as, CEQA, the Subdivision Map Act, and a body of
State planning law. It is not the interpretation or applicatien, but distinct differences in the
regulations themselves that leads to the perception of inconsistency. Moreover, each project and
individual site is evaluated by staff on a case-by-case basis based on the application’s own merits
and circumstances.

Finding 40: The Grand Jury heard testimony from numerous people interviewed that the
permitting process resulted in capricious and inconsistent application of regulations and codes.
For example, multiple soil reports by different experts have been required for no apparent
reasons; reports from certified experts have been rejected and replaced with staff's own
decisions ever when staff does not have expertise in those areas, and decisians by other
permitting agencies or sister agencies with particular expertise have been overriiled. Such
action added significantly to applicants' costs and delays.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The belief that there are
inconsistencies may be related to the reasons described in the previous finding that, for
convenience, is repeated below. The primary reasons for the perception of inconsistencies are
the nearly three-dozen County decuments that contain policies and regulations directly
applicable to development/permit processing. This includes one General Plan, nine area pians,
the Coastal Act, four coastal land use plans, ten primary and multiple lesser County ordinances,
as well as, CEQA, the Subdivision Map Act, and 2 body of State planning law. It is not the
interpretation or application, but distinct differences in the regulations themselves that leads to
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the perception of inconsistency. Moreover, each project and individual site is evaluated by staff
on a case-by-case basis based on the application’s own merits and circumstances.

In the unusual circumstance where more than one report for a technical subject, like soils, is
required by PBID staff, the reason for the additional work is always provided to the applicant. Tn
cases where an applicant retains a consultant directly, PBID staff will perform an assessment of
the report to assure its objectivity and completeness. And lastly, PBID staff does not overrule
the decisions of other departments or agencies that are authorized to make those decisions.

Finding 41: There appears to be no infernal mechawism 10 assure consistent interpretation of
regulations from one team to the next.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. As noted in the Response to
Finding 39, the primary veasons for the perception of inconsistencies are the nearly thres-dozen
County decuments that contain palicies and regulations directly applicable to development /
pertoit processing. Nooetheless, work is ongoing by the Department to reduce these
inconsistencies. The Building Divisien has a manual In recent months, Planning Division staff
has identified this as an important need. A collection of regulatory interpretations is now
maintained to assist planning staff interpret regulations. Interpretations are made collectively by
the Planning and Building Services Managers and are now placed on the staff [ntranet website.
It is noted that interpretations often apply to a specific site, question and/or development
proposal.

Finding 42: A mamial with unalfficial written interpretations of zoning ordinance and General
Plan policies made by plomning staff over the years is not updated regularly or readily
accessible to staff. The Grand Jury requested a copy of this unofficial document, but if was not
provided

Response: The respondent disagrees wholly with the finding. There are numerous documents
including forms with instructions, written interpretations of policies and regulations as well as
renderings {e.g., height of structure, stope, etc.) addressing policies and regulations for planning,
building and code enforcement. These documents are posted on either (or both) the Planming and
Building Inspection Department’s public and staff websites. Instrucﬁons and procedures are
updated on the websites on an as needed basis.

Finding 43: The permit tracking system is incomplete, For excanple, a log is not maintained by
reviewing agencies such as Envirormental Health and Water Resources Agency for dates that
permit applications are semt by the PBID for review and returned By reviewing agencies.

Response: The respondent disagrees wholly with the finding. Permits Plus, which is a permit
tracking system, is complete, up-to-date, and utilized on a regular basis. This database is
continually augmented and has become increasingly sophisticated and useful. Al County land
use agencies and selected fire districts have access to and utilize Permits Plus.

Finding 44; The State Permit Streamliining Act requires permitiing agencies o delermine if
applications are complete or incomplete within 30 days. Multiple agencies ave frequently
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irvoived for even a single family residence and even more for minor ard major subdivisions. 1t
was reparted to the Grand Jury that agencies have been known fo find applications

“incomplete ' to comply with the 30 day rule, although the application might not have been
reviewed Some of those County agencies are also reported to be seriously understaffed for this
Junction or not staffed by Inowledgeable individuals.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. We are not aware of any County
agency/department that made a determination that an application was incomplete without first
reviewing the application. While there are instances that agencies/department have been
temporarily short staffed due to vacant positions, there is always an adequate level of knowledge
within the agency/depariment to make an informed decision.

Finding 43: Land Use Technicians are used at the counter to accept applications. Lack of
training and land use knowledge of these entry level employees jeopardizes correci, efficient and
timely permit processing.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Land Use Technicians accept
applications for minor projects, design approvals, and building permits. In those instances where
delays in the processing of an application have occurred, new employees appear to have lacked
the experience of the more seasoned technicians. On going traming is provided to address this
18su€.

Finding 46: Those who regularly deal with the permitting process are able 1o facilitate the -
issuemce of permits hy seeking out planners they have worked with successfully in the past ard
who have good knowledge of regulations and procedures.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. It is true that some applicants
who regularly deal with the planning permitting process attempt to influence the assignment of
planners, New planning permit applications, however, are assigned on a rotational basis taking
into account geographic location, complexity, and the worklead of staff.

Finding 47: Applicanis consistently complain about continual changes in planners andior
building inspectors axsigned to their project. Such a loss of continuity complicates and delays
the process. Some applicants reported up to nine different plemners for the same project.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. It is noted that the change in project
planners is directly related to the relatively high tumover of staff.

Finding 48: Interviewees stated thai the permitting process is not user-friendly, appointments
are cancelled without notification, cnd phone calls are not returned in a timely memer, if at all,
and public records not readily accessible. While this may in part be due tv stress caused by
excessive workloads, the public is nevertheless adversely affected.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. It is acknowledged that there
were instances where attendees were not notified of cancelled appointments and phone calls
were not retirned in 2 timely manner. This behavior, however, is not typical and absolutely not
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condoned. Most public record requests are processed within the regulatory time frame for
compliance. Delays are generally due to a relatively high volume of requests,

Finding 49: Coordinating with the various depariments invelved in the permitiing process is
cumbersome. Orice an application is foind to be incomplete, it is up to the applicant to work with
various and sometimes numerous agencies to determine what additional information is needed.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The distribution and review of
applications through the Interdepartmental Review Processes (IDR} is well coordinated. Ifan
application is determined incomplete, the applicant is provided a written synopsis of the
additional information that is required and has the option of working directiy with the applicable
department(s). Applicants alsc have the option of working with their planner to coordinate the
process.

Finding $0: Coordination cmmong the various departments irvolved in land use permits has
improved with the move o the new offices in Satinas,  Public Works and the PRID are located
on the same floor and Ervironmenial Health has staff present to assist applicants.

Respomse: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 31: Some applicanis can complete the permitting process prior to a hearing without
providing assurance that a long-term and sustainable water supply is available. Others are
required to provide this information priar to finding their applications complete. Addressing this
issue af the end of the process rather than at the beginning means that applicanis can sperd
thousands of dollars only to have their permits denied because of inadecicite water availability.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding, Tt is noted that in most cases, proof of water
18 required prior to an application for subdivision is deemed complete. However, in complex
land use situations, at the express request of the applicant, there have been exceptions. In these
situations, the emvironmental process was bepun recopgnizing that the EIR itself will address the
18sue of an adequate water supply. Applicants are apprised of the risk of proceeding.

Finding 52: The County's General Plan and zoning requirements are complex, rmumerous and
vary from one planring area to another which in part accounts for delays in issuing permits
particularly for new plomners.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 53: The Grand Jury recognizes the tremendous pressure on PBID due to a growing
county, superimposed on a political struggle among pro-agriculture, siow growth, and pro-
growth groups. As a resull there is an active constituency for chaos with a legal and consulting
ndustry built around the complexity and uncertainty of the permitting process,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,
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Finding 54: One major draft report, the Zucker Report (2003), and other reports initiated by
staff on making the permilting process more efficient have been prepared. The Zucker Report
wers never finalized, and staff recommendations were not implemented.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding, There were numerous
recommendations in the Zucker Report that were implemented with respect to the operations of
the Building Division. A decision was made by the former CAQ and the former PBID Director
to put the larger Zucker Report aside and initiate a different process of improving overall system
efficiency that involved a consultant from Zucker Systems and several staff task groups. All of
these recommendations were implemented and are in place.

Finding 55: The role of the 12 Land Use Advisory Committees (LUACy) extablished to review
projecis in the Planning Areas has been marginalized because of limited staff resources and lack
of a strong cowmnniitment to the structure by the Departmeni. This leaves the Department without
valuable input from local communities where land use issues can be more effectively addressed
Additionally, 1.UACs frequently are not provided with all the reports and information necessary
to make recommendations.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding The Board of Supervisors
aporoved, after extensive staff consultation with LUAC representatives and based upon the
recommendations of the Planning Commission, interim guidelines that reduced the number of
minor applications referred to LUACs. The guidelines were again reviewed with the LUACs in
the sumumer of 2004. The decrease in PBID staff resources due to budget reductions was
considered. The guidelines are scheduled to be reevaluated in the summer of 2006,

Finding 56: Complex regulations, onerous time requirements, and costs for obiaining permifs
encourage people 1o avaid the permitting process altogether and undertake illegal building
activities.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. While there are undoubtedly
some people who have knowingly avoided obtaining the necessary building permits to save time
and costs, the Jarge majority of the public adheres to the County regulations. Efforts toward
reducing the time to process building permits will continue.

Finding 57: Fees for appealing Planning Commission decisions to the Board of Supervisors are
excessive and discourage public participation.

Response: The respondent disagrees wholly with the finding. There is no evidence that the fee
to appeal a decision has discouraged public participation, and there is no fee required to appeal a
decision in the coastal zone pursuant to state regulations. A revised fee schedule was considered
by the Board of Supervisors in public session and subsequently adopted by the Board during
each of the last four years.

Finding 58: Based on information provided as part of the public record on the Revised Rancho
San Juan Plom and updeted by the Grand Jury, there are about 3,650 dwelling units currenily
being processed by PBID and about 2,000 approved, and not built, in unincorporated Maonterey
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County. Adding the 7,400 potential dwelling units thai could be built on current legal lots of
record brings the total of foreseeable dwelling uniis that Planning and Building Inspection must
progcess to about 13,100,

Dhwelling uniis currerily being processed and approved, but not built, within cities toiad about
8,540. Thus countywide, there are about 21,600 dwelling units that are foreseeable. The mumber
of dwelling units contained in recently adopted general plans for Sofedad and Greenfield;
Boronda, Castroville, and Pajare Community Plans; preliminary Spheres of Influence for King
City and the City of Salinas; California Stete University at Monterey Bay and the Army total
ahoui 38, 600.

Adding all of these units together, the County of Monterey has the potential for at least 52,600
units with an estimated population of almost 187,100 persons or about 47,300 persons in excess
of Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments’ 2025 forecast. Note, that the buildout from
older general plans for other cities is not included, so that these numbers underestimate the total
buildout downstream from today.

In addition to new dwelling construction, PBID must also process permit applications for
remodels, expansions emd demolitions followed by replacement dwellings. Other workload
includes commercial, industrial cnd agricultural construction. The Grand Jury did not aitempt
1o estimate the numbers of these projects, which today constitule a major part of the workioad.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The larger Rancho San Juan
development has downsized to a ruch smaller Butterfly Village project. There are
approximately 7,400 lots of record in the unincorporated area of the County. AMBAG estimates
that a fraction of these lots will be developed within the next 20 years.

Code Enforcement

Finding 59: As of this writing, there is a backlog af 1,050 code enforcement cases. Iees and
penalties are collected for code violations. Enforcement of many cases has been held in abeyance
for mey years because a decision was made in the past to enforce them only if the property were
transferred to @ new owner. This status results in either deferred revermie or a loss of revenue to
the County. A reputation for timely code enforcement by the County is an imporiant preventive
stimulys. In some cases these issues are required 1o be cleared prior to transfer, others after.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. There is a current backlog of
1,088 cases (February 2006), but this statistic includes a high percentage of minor building or
grading infractions that can be rectified by owners applying for the necessary building permits or
amendments to their existing building and grading permits. These are handled at the permit
senter and resolved expeditiousty. There is no policy or practice to defer enforcement until a
change in ownership cccurs. Efforts to expedite the resolution of code violations are contimting,
The Board of Supervisors are scheduled to consider a revised Code Enforcement Ordinance in
2006 that will provide additional tools for timely enforcement and collection of fines.
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Finding 6 Five positions were udded to the Building and Inspection Depayinent budget in
early 2005 to help address workload,

Response: The respendent agrees with the finding.

Finding 61: Code erforcement persormel establish their own priorities for pursuing
enforcement cases when there is a backlog and they are unable to complete ail assigrments.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Code enforcement staff is
directed to follow the priorities established by the Roard of Supervisors in 1996. The priorities
are: 1) to address immediate threat to health, safety or environmental resources; 2) to address the
potential threat to health, safety or environmental services; and, 3) to address minor and technical
code violations.

Finding 62: The Planning Director reporied that long deferred enforcement has recently been
activated. In the past year mamerous cases were cleared that brought 5200,000 in additional
revense fo the County.

Response: The respendent agrees with the finding.

Finding 63: Several hundred other unresolved enforcement cases were closed in 2004 Iater to
be reinsiated after a lawsuit was filed. Tabling unresolved enforcement cases results in unequal
enforcement of regulations.

Response: The réspondent agrees with the finding. It is noted that the manager who made the
decision to close the cases is no longer with the County, and that the priorities established by the
Board of Supervisors (sec finding &1) guide the efforts of code enforcement staff.

Finding 64: Code violations have occurred resulting in noniinal penalties where it is less costly
to the applicant io pay penalties than to comply with regulations.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. It is noted that there are some property
owners who violate County codes astensibly in the hope that they will not be caught or who are
not deterred by the amount of penalties. In these cases, the regular fee is doubled to clear
violations. The Board of Supervisors are scheduled to consider 2 new Code Enforcement
Ordinance in 2006 that would impose higher penalties for violations.

Information Technology

Finding 65: The Grand Jury found during inquiry into PBIT Information Technology (IT)
operations, that County lund use databases, ax needed by PBID for its operations, are hot
aceessible, not existent or not up-to-date. The Grand Jury s findings unavoidably have to
include findings concerning the greater County land use system, due to its impacts on PBID
gperations.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The County Assessor’s
database, including sales and transfers, has not been more than five days behind County
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recordings since June 15, 2005, and before that date was current within a reasonable period of
time. This information is currently transferred into PBID’s Permits Plus database every three
months. In addition, the Assessor has made data views available to all requesting agencies,
including ITD.

Updates to the parcel boundary file were five to six months out of date due to the loss of'a GIS
siaff person in the Assessor’s office. The Assessor’s Office, however, recently contracted
services to maintain the parcel boundary files and it is now current.

Updates to ArcIMS, which includes all geographic based information, was performed upon
special request only due to interdepartmental transfers affecting staff availability. However, 2
contract is now in place with an outside contractor to perform data updates on 2 regular basis.

Finding 66: The County Information Technology Department (TTD) maintains servers that
contain dota from deportments and agencies in a Geographical Information System (GIS). The
GIS is fully functional from the point of view of a supportive infrasiructure, structured as a
pyramid, as shown in the table below.

Pyramid Lead Body Pyramid Status of
Order Components Pyramid Components
Top County Coordingiing | Databases | Mainiained by agencies and departments.
Committee Some data bases not kept up-to-date -
Fach Department Applications | Not fully implemented, 211 is
IT Dept. focus Platforms Servers, high capacity, in place
IT Dept. focus Storage Plenty of storage available
Bottom IT Depri. focus Network Complete; accessible, high speed, large
bandwidth

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding §7: The County's IT Department acts as a ceniralized repository for storing
computerized information including GIS deata, but neither leads nor coordinates ceniralized
information system database development. A posifion to coordinate GIS programs cmong
departments and agencies was eliminated two years ago due to budget constraints, and the
coordinating commitiee composed of some Department Heads rarely meets. County departments
and agencies are not utilizing the full potential power of GIS into which the County has invested
considerable funds. Proactive coordination is lacking to complete the integration of GIS
throughout County departiments and agencies and (o establish and maintain (1§ data.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. Development of a GIS strategic plan is
underway, The GIS User Group has been particularly active in this regard.

Finding 68: Departments and agencies maintain the databases for their functions. Key and
extensive information in several of these databases is required by PBID for its operations.
However, not all departments or agencies utilize the GIS or maintain databases. PBID, Water
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Resources Agency, Public Warks, and the Agricultural Commission each have separate GIS
dtahases, which are not mairtained.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Each department and agency
maintains their respective databases, some databases are shared and linked. In contrast to the
finding, the critical GIS databases are maintained. Many GIS data layers are static and require
no maintenance (e.g. geclogy).

Finding 69: Planners require access fo a subsiantial comount of information m order to process
permit applivations. These data, in addition to whe is accessible in the PBID database, are
scattered among several depariments and agencies within the County. To access and uxe this
information planner must be computer literate. New and inexperienced planners require in-
depth and extensive training to learn diverse land use databases from multiple sources.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. It needs to be clarified that a
planner need not know the database or information from other departments. Staff from those
departments analyze their data and provide a recommendation to PBID. The planrers do not
duplicate their work and do not have to learn their databases. The planners do need access and
training to utilize PBID databases and GIS, which is provided on an ongoing basis.

Finding 70: Two programs were purchased some time ago from software vendors for use by
PBID. The online permiting system accessible by applicants was terminated because it did not
correctly identify the location of pareels and property addresses. This caused difficulty io -
differentiate between incorporated and wnincorporated areas and resulted in inspections heing
issued in cities.

Responge: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Velocity Hall (on line permit
information system) is still available for permit status, but has substantial limits for permitting
because of inaccurate address information. Property disclosure requests are still being accepted
on line and ¢an be accessed for permit status.

Finding 71: Currently, PBID utilizes four IT sources to process a permil application.

A. The main working program for a planner is a vendor suppiied permit daia system. This
program has ne interface the County GIS.

B. The ARC IMS Viewer that contains the State supplied archeological, biological and
geological information in the County.

. The Assessor's database, accessible through a website address that accesses the County
GIS.

D. Coumty GIS accessible through the County Intranet.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. Item B is partially correct.
However, the State only supplies information regarding biological resources. Archaeological
information is cbtained from Area Plans with some updates as new information becomes
available. Geclogical information is frem a County consultant hired for the General Plan Update
and from Area Plan data. For item C, the Assessor’s database is integrated into the GIS and
Permits Plus, but is also available through the referenced website address.
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Finding 72; The following table simmarizes the main feciures of programs used by planners.

System Data Available in System Source Comment
Commercial | Principal program used by | Plamner input.  Aceepis Mo maps. Mo access to
Planning planners. Applicant’s documents through Office | GIS. Lack of personne] to
Softwars project information, Office | Link semt by agencies, maintain system,

“Data Link data from agencies and | departments. Places
System departments mformation imo a matrix
Program™ for the project, {e.8.;
conditions required and
compliance, mitigation,
ete.).
ARC IM5 Parcel based system, with State of Califormia Lack of persoanel to
Viewer resource maps. Provides maintain the databasze and
topographical, biclogical, maintam liaison with [T
archeological, geclogical Dept.
database
Assessor's APN number, owner’s Assessor, Poblic Works APN addresz is address of
database address assigns addresses; Assessor | owner. No situs address for
cnters addresses into its non-resident owners. 18 to
database 24 months behind in
npdates. Lacks history of
parcel. Data not in GIS,
County GIS | GIS database. For some Maintaing network, servers, | Limited central :
departments and agencies and stored databascs. coordination for
Inchudes area plans, zoning, | development of improved
fire districts, local databases, databage updates
archeological information, | and accessibihity by
firc scevice responsibility, planners,
lot maps, parcel reports.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding, Permits Plus is contimicusly
maintained, with up to a three month delay in some Assessor’s information. The departments
each write recommendations to Office Link, which is & file location to store these documents.
The program doesn’t physically create or link the documents. The planner synthesizes the
recommendations into a single document. GIS gets very little of its information from the State

of California. A consultant has been hired to maintain TIMS. The delay in transferring Assessor’s
information into PBID systems is three months for Permits Plus and five to six months for TMS.
The contractor is available for more frequent updates provided new data 1s available. All data is
accessible to the staff at PBID.

Finding 73: Parcel information in ARC IMS includes zoning, different levels of overlay,
geological hazards, slopes, land use planning, road, land ownership, fire districts and other
information. Planners utilize this program extensively. ARC IMS database is not kept up-1o-
date due to the loss of the trained and experienced person who previously maintained it. No
position is available for a successor. ARC IMS is up to 24 months oui-of-date.  If Siate and
other information are not up-to-date in the database, planmers may not be aware, and permits
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may not be complete. Discovery of omissions late in the planming process causes delays and
additional costs.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The County has hired an outside
contractor to maintain/add GIS data layers. ARC IMS is not 24 months out of date. Some of the
parcel boundary information from the Assessor’s office is five to six months behind.

Finding 74: Addressing of County parcels in the Assessor daiabase is poor. The Assessor
macintains the parcel owner's address, but if the owner is a non-resident, planners do not have
access to the situs address. Additionadly, addresses are not promptly emtered into the database,
The assessor daiabase is 18 to 24 months behind in updating Assessor's parcel mumber (APN)
information.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The 18 to 24 month delay has
been explained in earlier responses. The Assessor enters situs addresses for many parcels based
on information provided by Public Works; however, the addresses are not validated and can be
inconsistent. Overall the system needs improvement, but it is noted though that of the 89,672
residential parcels, only 8.26% do not have situs information. Of the 32,141 vacant, agricultural,
industrial, and commercial parcels, 16.66% do not have situs information.

Findinp 75: There is no in-house staff in PBID to maintain a “permils data sysiem.™ This
software program contains historical data only back to 1997, Historical files are stored at
Natividad Hospital and must be marmally retrieved. Old files are also stored on micrafiche.
Other historical parcel files are stored in the Public Works database. These Public Works data
are stored in a large PBID file, but ihe file is noi updated.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. The permits data system is
constantly maintained by all the users of the system. Building permit data in this system goes
back to 1998, but all planning data was imported from the cld mainframe system. The location of
physical files outlined in the finding is accurate. The reference to Public Works data appears to
be related only to recorded maps. They are not kept in a PRID file, and the database is updated
by Public Works. The County is exploring a web-based approach for maintaining iis data.

Finding 76: Lack of database updating adds significant time to the planning process.

Response: The respondent disagrees wholly with the finding. 1f database information is
unavailable or out of date, non-database information is available to fill in any missing data. This
should add, at most, one hour to permit processing times. The applicant would not notice this
delay, as it would be incorporated into the processing time,

Finding 77: The information in the “permits data system” does not provide sufficient
information to determine which projects have been approved but not yet consiructed. This
information is needed for long—range plarming purposes.
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Response: The respondent disagrees wholly wath the finding, The permits data system provides
sufticient intormation. Extracting the data requires familiarity of both the planning and the
building files.

Finding 78: Not all parcels in ihe 100-year flood plain are noted on maps. If a flood plain
boundary extends beyond the baundary of the parcel map, a planner does not know if a parcel is
in the flood pigin, because the flood plain is not noted on the parcel map.

Response: The respondent disagrees wholly with the finding. The GIS maps do inchude all
floodplain areas. In addition te GIS data, which is useful for information and prior to any
application, the Water Resources Agency always mforms the planners of floodplain issues
associated with any applications.

Finding 79: GIS has been a positive factor for access to topography, soil information,
hiological and geological data.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.
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SECTION: Admmistration

REPORT TITLE: Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Departinent
RESFONSE BY: Monterey County Board of Supervisors

RESPONSE TO: Recommendations 1-36

Senior Management

Recommendation 1: The Bowd of Supervisors and (CA( should take a pro-active role in
assuring the efficient operation of the PBID and assure future organizational siability once a
structure and process are established

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The Board of Supervisors created the
Resource Management Agency to improve the delivery of land use services by all County
departments and offices. The CAO appointed the Agency’s first director. The CAO and the
Board of Supervisors regularly communicate with the Agency’s Director.

Recommendation 2; A Planning Direcior job description should be prepared requiring
extensive knowledge of land use planning and building inspection and several yecrs of
managemeitt experience.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The format job description of the
Director of Planning and Building Inspection includes knowledge of land use planning and
building inspection and a minimum of five years managemeni experience.

Recommendation 3: The job description for the Chief Assistant Plarming Director should
include responsibilities for developing clear internal operating policies and procedures,
enhancing internal communications, overseeing fraining and certifications, developing and
maintaining a complete tracking data base for permit applications and status, and developing
standards of performance for annual performeance reviews and to assure that anmial
performance reviews are conducted. Qualifications for the position shouid include necessary
management experience for managing a large depertment and knowiedge of the land use and
huilding inspection process.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The salient points prepared by this
Grand Jury have been incorporated in the formal job deseription of the Cief Assistant Director
of Planning and Building Inspeciion.

Recommendation 4: All planners should be scheduled to attend courses offered by outside
professionals that provide a working knowledge of CEQA and other courses deemed essential 1o
the planning process.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be pursued in 2006.
CEQA and related subject matter is part of the current Planning and Building Inspection
Diepartment internal training program for all planners. The training is provided by qualified
Monterey County planning professionals. Opportunities to augment this training through outside
courses and programs will be pursued in 2006,
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Recommendation 5: Code Erforcement personnel should be scheduled for training programs,
including those offered by the California Association of Code Fnforcement,

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The code enforcement staff completed
an intensive six-week training program in January 2006. In addition, all code enforcement staff
are scheduled to attend the training required by the State of Califorma for certified code
enforcement officers. The traming is anticipated to be completed by June 2006.

Recommendation 6: Ruilding Inspectors should be schedwled fo attend courses that will lead to
expanding their array of certifications and updating their current certifications.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. As soon as the currently vacant
position of Assistant Director of Planning and Building Inspection/Building Official is filled, a
program of updating and expanding, as needed, relevant certifications for building inspection
staff will be prepared and implemented. Tt is anticipated that the position will be filled during
this fiscal year and a program established.

Recommendation 7: The Couniy should allocate funding each year 1o carryvout ongoing
training.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The RMA has allocated $70,000 in the
FY03-06 budget for training and professionzl development of PBID staff. Another $7,000 is
allocated to fund in-house County Adminisirative Office professional deveiopment training,
including a Supervisor Development Program_ 1n addition, approximately $250 000 of PBID
staff resources are aliocated to in-house traming. 'Within the constraints of firture County
budgets, professional development will be a priority of the RMA.

Recommendation 8: The CAQ should review costs and benefits of maintaining the Marina
office and consider reaflocation of funds to programs that have the highest priority.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. A preliminary evaluation was
conducted in late 2005, This evaluathion wili be completed by June 2006, including stakeholder
input, and appropriate actions taken in FY06-07 subject to budget constraints.

Organizational Structure

Recommendation 9: Studies should be underiaken by the CAQ and the RMA Director
comparing staffing levels and mimber of lawsuits filed and public record requests mode with
comparable county planming deparimenis lo evaluaite how effictently and competently PRI}
operates and to determine what organizational changes, if any, should be made.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. The benchmarking of the PBID
against other comparable public organizations will be performed as part of the RMA’s strategic
plan to be a performance driven organization, Major elements of the plan include performance
measures and reporting systems, stakeholder communications, organizational capacity building,
and personnel and group accountability. This effort will be led by the new Director of Planning
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and Building inspection, with oversight by the RMA Director. Benchmarking is anticipated to
occur in 2006 and 2007

Recommendation 10: Major projects should be assigned to appropriate ieams and not assigned
fo personnel ouiside of those leams.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. There is a central Department team,
which handles most of the County’s major complex planning projects. Senior planners,
however, on the Department’s geographic teams may be assigned a major project because of the
workload of the major project team or because of the special expertise of those semor planners.

Internal Operations

Recommendation 11: All personnel should be made aware of legal requirements for overtime
work and these requirements should be followed

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. Clear idemification of overtime
eligible and overtime exempt positions has been made. As of January 2006, appropriate
schedule changes have been implemented.

Recommendation 12: Written standard operating procedures should be prepared and available
to all stff members.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. Pelicies regarding personnel
matters and standard operating procedures are being accummilated for inclusion in an RMA
procedures manual and will be available to all RMA staff by spring 2006. Refresher briefings
will be reintroduced into the PBID br-weekly staff meetings.

Permit Processing

Recommendation 13: The CAQ and the RMA Director should coordinate the interactions
among the departments and agencies required to carry ont an efficient permitting system.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. While the activities of the
Monterey County land use departments, agencies and offices are being coordinated through the
RMA a greater level of efficiency will occur as performance measurement and reporting
systems are implemented. Significant levels of improvements in the performance of planning
and building permits are anticipated by June 2006.

Recommendation 14: The administrative permitting process should be strecmlined by
reestablishing the minor permit project team and having well irained staff at the counter o
accept permit applications.

Response; The first part of the recommendation requires further analysis, with respect to the
reestablishment of a minor permit team. It will be done wathin the context of examining the
organization of the Department. The anticipated time frame for the completion of this effort is
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June 2006 and will be done under the purview of the new Direcior of Planning and Building
Inspection.

The second part of the recommendation has not yet been implemented, with respect to the
recommendation to have well trained staff at the permit counters. Building counter staff are well
trained. Tt is noted that continuous training of Planning counter staff is ongoing to enhance their
skills and knowledge.

Recommendation 15: With regard to CEQA and other planming requirements, applicants
should be informed at the beginning of the permitting process concerning the issues reloted to
processing their applications before unnecessary costs are incurred.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented.

Recommendation 16: Environmental Health showld be added io the Resource Management
Agency.

Response: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted. While the
Envirgnmental Health Division i3 a part of the Health Department, and not the RMA, it is
anticipated that the delivery of land use services provided by the Health Department and the
RMA will be ecordinated so that the services appear seamless to the public. To facilitate
enordination, a new position, an Environmental Health Specialist TV, was assigned to the Health
Department. 1t is also noted that a new position was assigned to the Water Resources Agency to
facilitate the coordination of land use services. The effectiveness of the above organizational
arrangement with the Health Department, the Water Resources Agency, and the Resource
Management Agency will be monitored.

Recommendation 17: On-line permitting should be reinstituted once the issue of project
addresses is resolved.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. There are several technical
izsues that need to be resclved including project addresses, software modification, and
reanalyzing the process for issuance of permits. It is anticipated that these issues will be
addressed by December 2006 at which time on-line permitting will be reinstituted.

Recommendation 18: Professionals trained in transportation, hydrogeology, and biology
should be hired o facilitate the planning process, review comsultant reports, and provide in-
house consultation.  The addition of this expertise would also reduce costs to many applicants.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis. The land use agencies in Monierey
County have staff with expertise in traffic, bydrology, and archaeclogy. Additionally, thereis a
degree of expertise in biology. These staffs, however, are not devoted entirely to processing
permits and review of reports. Additional staff rescurces, either as employees or through
contract would be desirable, especially in biology and forestry. This addition will be considered
as part of the FY06-07 budget process, subject to fiscal constraints.
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Recommendation 19: 7o faciliiate the permit application process and save applicants
unnecessary costs, procf of a long term and sustainable water supply should be required prior to
Jinding all applications complete.

Response: The recommendation bas been implemented. It is noted that an exception will be
cansidered at the request of an apphcant and to determine the adequacy of water supply and
quality as part of an environmental report.

Recommendation 20: Efforts to improve customer service inchuding keeping appoiniments,
returning phone calls in a timely manner, and making public records readily accessible should
Cortine.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. It is noted though that the “common
courtesies” needs to be contimiousty reinforced by management.

Recommendation 21: An ombudsman should be appointed to provide assistamce 1o the public
and to help relieve Board members in addressing their constituents’ complainis about the
permitting and code enforcement process.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. An embudsperson is
anticipated to be appointed by June 2006. The position will provide assistance to customers in
need of extra attention and identify where process improvements are needed. The
Ombudsperson will report directly to the RMA Director.

Recommendation 22: The County needs to complete a new General Plan and revised zoning
ordinances to implement the General Plan. The new General Plan should be precise, clear and
eliminate ambiguity to improve the efficiency and cost of the permitfing process.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been completed. The County’s Draft Generat Plan
update has been completed. Environmental review, additional public input, and the adoption of
the Plan by the Planming Commission and the Board of Supervisors is currently scheduled to be
complete 1n 2006,

Recommendation 23: Staff emd County Counsel interpretations of plemning regulations should
be made a formal Deportment document, maintained, and made readily available to staff.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. There is a PBID manual to assist
planning staff interpret regulations. The Planning and Building Services Managers approve
tems placed into the manual collectively. The information is also placed on the staff website,
and is readily accessible,

Recommendation 24: Reviewing agencles for permit applications should maintain a date log of
applications received and retwrned to PRID and a tickler system.

Response: The recommendation has net yet been implemented. While PBID has a monitoring
system, Permits Plus, that has the capability to track permit applications, some of the partners
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within and outside the County do not. A comprehensive system will be developed, including an
automatic tickler mechanism system that involves all of the entities in the permitting process.
The targeted completion date is June 2006.

Recommendution 25: A mechanism should be established to assure consistent application or
regulations among the teams.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. In addition to the PBID manual
to assist planning staff interpret regulations, and the on going internal training, there will be
focused effort to retain professional staff. This will be an on going effort.

Recommendation 26; Responsibilities of LUACs should be reinstated fo those established prior
io the adopiion of the 2004 interim procedures.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis. Representatives of the Land Use
Advisory Committees (LUAC) and the County’s Planning Commission are tentatively scheduled
to meet in the summer of 2006 to discuss modifications to the LUAC guidelines. Itis
anticipated that the Board of Supervisors will consider potential changes, if any are ultimately
recommended, in the fall of 2006,

Recommendation 27: LUACs should be provided with all reports and environmental documenis
prior to scheduling of projects for consideration. :

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The County’s Land Use Adwisory
Committees are provided with the technical reports and environmental documents that are part of
the application process prior to the scheduling of projects for consideration by the Planning
Commission.

Recommendation 28: Appeal fees should be reassessed in light of their adverse impact on
public participation.

Response; The recommendation has been implemented. An assessment was performed which
indicated that the fees do not appear to be a deterrent to public participation. Moreover, the fees
are set to recover the County’s cost of the appeal program. The cost recovery of services is a

countywide palicy.

Recommendation 29: PRID must be organized, managed and staffed in order to process this
fotal, increased workload in unincorporated Monterey Cowmty in a rimely, consistent and
efficient marmer.

Response: The recommendation bas not yet been implemented. The appointment of the new
Director of Planning and Building Inspection is anticipated to accur by spring 2006, Applicable
changes in staffing and organization will occur within the first year of the Director’s
appointment.
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Code Enforcement

Recommendation 38: Code enforcement complaints and violations should be prompily
investigated, and penalties should be promptly enforced and be onerous enough io deter
violations. When there is insufficient staff to keep up with the workload, Executive Management
should establish priorities for undertaling investigations.

Respense: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. While & system has been
established to set priorities of investigations, to improve the processing of violations, the Board
of Supervisors will consider a new Code Enforcement Ordinance. It is anticipated that the Board
will consider the Ordinance in 2006,

Information Technology

Recommendation 31: The Board of Supervisors should assign to the appropriate agency the
responsibility and authority to proactively coordinate, integrate and maintain GIS, promote the
creation of databases lacking in GIS, establish communication among databases and maintain
databases. The Board of Supervisors should provide long-term budgets for personnel and on-
going maintenance required to carry out recomme ndations.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis. While it is generally accepted that
the Information Technology Department {TTD) has the role of maintaming the County’s GIS
repository and index of layers, no revenue stream to support the operation, maintenance, and
further development of this data and technology has been established. In late 2004, the GIS
Coordinating Council was charged with development of a funding methodology and making
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on this matter, but as noted earlier, the Council has
been inactive. The RMA will collaborate with ITD and determine appropriate budget and
staffing levels to accomplish the recommendation. There may be significant budget consiraints
that cannat be overcome in any single year.

Recommendation 12: The Board of Supervisors should commission an outside consultant with
knowledge and experience with G1S used in California counties to study county operations
requiring GIS and make recommendations required to structure operations and integrate GIS
throughout County departiments and agencies so that PBID and other entities can utilize GLS
efficiencies. The consultam should work through the appropriate agency designated by the
Board of Supervisors.

Respanse: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. As noted in the response to
Recommendation 31, the RMA will collaborate with ITD and determine an appropriate budget to
accomplish the recommendation. Qutside consultants have been hired at various times aver the
jast few years, prior to and duting installation of the current system. However, after having
operated the GIS system for a couple years, we concur that it would be valuable to take a fresh
look at the optimum use of the system, Any consultant retained should interface with staff at all
levels.
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Recommendation 33: The Board of Supervisors showld provide a budgel io commission an
critsicle consultant, or uiilize the consultant recommended in item 32 above, to review in depth
the structure and functioning of PBID IT systems, capital acquisitions and sofiware and
recommmend how to integrate them into GIS so PBID can access databases it requires for more
efficient operafion.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. As noted in the response to
Recommendations 31 and 32, the RMA will collaborate with 1TD and determine an appropriate
budget to accomphsh the recommendation.

Recommendation 34: The Board of Supervisors should provide long-term capitad and operating
budgets necessary to implement recommendations of consultamts, including budgets for
persormel required to maintain databases required by PBID. PBID should provide a budget for
consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented. In the FY(6-07 budget process,
PBID will submit a proposal for personnel required to maintain critical databases. The capital
requests will be considered in the County’s [TD strategic plan,

Recommendation 35: PBID should review database content to assure that information in
Permiis Pluys is comprehensive, complete, up-to-date and in consistent formal for projects in its
database and should provide permit applicanis access 1o all database information concerning
the siatus of their perntit applications.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. Staff constantly monitors and
maintains the Permmts Plus database. Peromt applicants currently have access to their permit
status on the web. Information regarding public hearings, including staff reports, is posted on the
web within one or two days of the information being posted to the permit tracking system.

Recommendation 36: PBID should develop necessary training budgets for IT svstems and
establish dedicated professional training for personnel to wnderstand and operaie them and
provide on-going iraining to all affected personmel for system changes and updates.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented, although not as a separate line item in
the budget dedicated to ITT} traiming. In-house training has been in place for several years, but
will be expanded. The department, when it moved te the Salinas building in mid-2005,
implemented a staff-training day every Friday afternoon.
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SECTION: Heath and Social Services

REPORT TITLE: West Nile Virus and North Salinas Valley Mosquito Abatement District
RESPONSE BY: Monterey County Board of Supervisors

RESPONSE TO: Recommendation 1

Recommendation 1. Funding should be provided to allow the Monterey County Healih
Department's Ervironmental Health Division o budget for equipment, education, supplies, and
aerial spraying.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but is expected to be
implemented within six months. The Health Department - Environmental Health Division is
currently working with the State Department of Health Services, Vector Control Branch to
identify additional grant opportunities te support its vector control responsibilities in the
approximately two-thirds (2/3) of Monterey County for which it has jurisdiction. The North
Salinas Valley Mosquito Abatement Dstrict (NSVMAD) continues to support Environmental
Health’s efforts through training and other logistical support.
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SECTTON: Heath and Social Services

REPORT TTTLE: Child Placement in Monterey County “What is best for the troubled youth
in Monterey Cotnty? "

RESPONSE BY: Monterey County Board of Supervisors

RESPONSE TO: Findings 1-19, 22-26, 28 and 29

Monterey County Department of Social and Employment Services

Finding 1: The Monterey County Department of Social end Emplovment Services deals with
many social facets in the county, such as military and veterans affairs, aging and adult services,
Catworks, medical, food stamps, housing subsidiary, and General Assistance. The Grand Jury
inquired into Family and Children Services, specifically, placemeni. This service provides
assistanice o victims who are at risk of abuse, neglect or exploitation. 1t is the purpose of this
service to promote a safe, nurturing and permanent home for alf children in need in Monterey
County. The Services represent a continuum of prevention, assessment, intervention and
trecitment.

The Service s first priority is to keep children in their homes. Family maintenance aliows the
child 1o remain at home with counseling, treatment, intervention and education. Child welfare
workers evatuate the child, and Family Reunification works to reunite the family. When a child
cannot remain at home or return home, guardianship with a relative is the next choice. Relative
adoption is preferred. Fomily-to-Family is a program thai is based on the belief that children
are best served if they Ihve in their home community. If this is noi successful, other adoptive
homes are sought. In all cases, the goal is 1o return the child to a safe home.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 2: As of August 2005, there are approximately 108 licensed foster homes in Monierey
County. To date, of 470 wards of the Court, 27 are out-of-county, 62 are in group homes, and the
remainder are in foster homes. There are 13 group homes in the county, seven for probation and
six for child services. Foster homes, group homes or a voluntary family agreement can be
ordered by the Frobation Department,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. The following technical correction is
offered: the 470 children referenced are dependents of the Court, not ward of the court.

Finding 3: The number of children in care of the Monterey County Depariment of Social
Services as of July 1, 2004 was 3.9 per thousand, less theat one half of the state rate.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 4: For 2004, 79.3% of children were reunited with their families within 12 monihs,
compared to 63.9% al the state level During this time period, 67% of the children who were
adopted from a foster care setting were adopted within 24 months, compared o 28% at the state
level.
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Response: The respondent agrees with the finding, .

Finding 5: (}f the children placed in foster care during this period, 80.5% had no more than
two different placements, compared 1o 84.3% at the siate level. Also during this time period of
those who exited foster care, 9.5% were subsequent entries within 12 months, compared to
10.3% ot the state level.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 6; In 2003, the recurrence of substantiated maltreatment by children's families within
12 months was 8.6% in Monterey County as compared to 13.1% in the siate. The rate of
recurrence of abuse and/or neglect in homes where children were not removed, but received
child welfare services, was 5.8% compared to 8. 7% at the state level

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 7: The new Imergency Response program, adopied in 2004, can deal with the child in
immediate danger. Emergency response deals in physical abuse, sexual abuse, exploitation,
general negiect, sever neglect of malnutrition, emotional abuse, and the lack of supervision. An
investigation is completed within 10 days. Immediate response compliance for 2004 wax 96.8%
in the county, compared to 95.3% in the state; 10-day response compliance was 88.8% in the
county, compared to 90.9% in the state.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding, To clarify, “an investigation that 13
completed within ten days™ culy applies to non-emergency cases and general neglect. Immediate
response cases must be completed within 24 hours.

Finding 8: Social workers are required io visit a child in foster placement once a month. for
2003, the complianee rate was 67.1% in the county; in 2004, the compliance rate was up lo
90.2%. Compare this to the staie rale in 2003 which was 72.2% and up (o 89.4% in 2004,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 9: When children are 16 years of age, they can be referred to am Independent Living
Program (ILP}). This program offers education, job and life skills that prepare the youth for
adulthood. This is a program that is below the siate average; 17% in Monterey County receive
high school diplomas as compared to the siale average of 21%. There were 11% enrolled in
college, compared to the siate average of 14%. The Department has developed strategies that
increase communication regarding [LFP services with interagency, community partners, and
vouth. However, there is no mechanism for tracking eligibility and participation in the
Independent Living Program.

Response: The respondent partially disagrees with the finding. The referenced statistics are
comect. However, the Department of Social and Employment Services 15 able to track the
eligibility and participation of youth eligible for and enrolled in the Independent Living Program.
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The status of the youth once they have emancipated and exited from the foster care system
cannet be tracked.

Finding 10: On August 13, 2005, Family and Children 's Services implemented the Specialized
Care Program (SCE). Its purpose is io enhance support io care givers for those who have
children with special needs through a periodic assessment of the needs of the child, specific
fraiming to care givers, and increased monthly stipends, where appropriate. The current
Specialized Care vate is 3730 per month for children of all ages regardiess of the child’s needs.
The new Specialized Care Program has specific criteria for each of three lfevels based on the
severity of the child's needs or problems. The rate of each level is an increment added to the
basic rale, based on the age of the child

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 11: In 2004, the Department implemented a State program called the “Differential
Response Prograan™. This new approach to evaluating family and child well-being enhances a
community's ability to keep children safe.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the finding. The Department of Social and
Employment Services is currently m the process of planming and developing a Differential
Response Program. It is anticipated that this pregram will be piloted on a limited scale in
Monterey County during spring-fall 2006,

Finding 12: The overall impressions of the Department of Social Services personnel are they
are dedicated to their vocations.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 13: Monterey County does not have a secured psychiatric unit for emergency
placement of seriously disturbed children. Referrals have to go to out-of-county facilities at a
higher cost.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding, While it is true that Monterey
County does not have a secured psychiatric unit for emergency placement of seriously disturbed
children, it is inaccurate to characterize placernents to out-of-county facilities as being at higher
cost. Previous studies have concluded that the expense of developing and building a secured
facility, coupled with the-associated staffing and other costs would result in the County spending
more for a local facility for the placement of seriously disturbed children than the current cost of
placing these clients out-of-County.

Children’s Behavioral Health Interagency Placement Committee

Finding 14: The critical life-gffecting decisions of where io place children are made by the
Interagency Placement Committee. This Committee of Supervising Social Workers meels weekly
and is familiar with the children and their history.
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Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,

Finding 15: One of the Committee 's biggest accomplishments for children first coming to its
atiention is the CHERISH Center, a 23-hour assessment program. 1t is the hope of the
Committee that these children feel protected and cared for. This short-term time frame gives the
system time to give health care and screening. It gives fime to find relatives who cam intervene
and feep children out of foster care. Two hundred and thirieen children have gone through this
progreen from October 2004 to May 2003.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,
Child Care Facilities

Finding 16: The Depariment of Social Services contracts with residential group homes
providing various fevels of care. For example, o facility classified Level 14 accommodaies
children requiring the greaiest care.

Response: The respondent partially agrees with the finding. The Department of Sccial and
Employment Services (DSES) places children in group homes providing various levels of care,
However, DSES dees not contract wath gach group home provider. When a foster child is placed
in group care, a placement agreement is completed. There are no contractual agreements
requiring DSES to place in any specific group home facility.

Finding 17: The Grand Jury visited a Level 12 home providing care for girls age six through
eighteen. The fucility was in twe spacious adjoining homes in a tranquil neighborhood close to
schools. These children were diagnosed as seriously emotionally disturbed or with
developmental disabilities. There were specially designed programs to address their needs. As
the children improved they could be classified to a lower level of care, thereby saving the County
the expense of the more intense care,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 18: The Grand Jury visited a Level 14 home in Monterey County which provides up to
90 days of therapeuiic evaluation and care in two well mainiained homesy in a rural part of the
county. There is an on-site classroom and a teacher assigned by the Monterey County Office of
Education (MCOE). The goal is to provide a safe and nurturing environment for high-risk
children with the hope that they can refurn lo their families or a lower level group home.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 19: The Grand Jury found there are complex confraciual arrangements between
Momterey County and services provided by foster care agencies.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding, Where contractual arrangements exist they
are not for foster care placement services. Contracts that exist with foster care agencies are for
services outside of foster care placement.
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Probation Depariment

Finding 22: The Grand Jury visited Juvenile Hall, which was reopened in 2004, It houses
vouth under! 9 years of age who are awaiting processing in Avenile Cowrt or fransferring to
another facility. They are there for criminal acts or probation violations, Tvpically, the stay is
910 days or lexs. An on-campus school is provided by the MCQE. Graduate Fguivalency
Diplomas (GED) or a high school diploma is achievable,

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 23: The Grand Jury visited the Youth Center that has residents who have a need for
academic and vocational help and behavioral support. It provides help to high risk minors and
their families. It is a low security, residential treatment facility for bays and girls, ages 13 to 18.
The minimum stay is 120 days. Education is emphasized. One of the programs is culinary
training.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. The Youth Center is a low security
residential treatment facility for boys ages 13 to 18. The minimum stay is 270 days. Santa Lucia
is a residentizl intensive treatment program for females. Even though Santa Lucia is on the same
campus as the Youth Center, it is not 2 secure or locked facility.

Finding 24: The Probation Department’s Silver Star Program is now housed at Rancho Cielo,
which is a ranch in the foothills above Salinas supported by both privaie and public finding.

The goals are to encourage youth fo increase self-esteem, to learn marketable life skifls, fo
become productive members of the community, and to continue their education. Youth are
referred to these programs by the Probation Department, courts, schools, and parenis. They are
fransported there for the day and are provided academic anid physical activity. Caring for
horses is one of the programs that helps develop responsibility. Romcha Cielo is being
renovated. There exists significant deferred maintenance, e.g., the gymmasium needs veniilation
and a new roof.

Response: The respondent aprees with the finding. The rocf of the gymnasium building has
been replaced.

Finding 25: The Probation Department's Resource Cenler works to support services for youth
and their families by having probation officers assigned to schools to assess problems, conduct
home visits, educate parenis, and refer youth and families to counseling and other services.
Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding 26: The Grand Jury observes thai the leadership of the Probation Department is strong
and dedicated in all areds of child care reviewed by the Grand Jury.

Responge: The respondent agrees with the finding,
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California State Assembly Bill 290

Finding 28: Preschool age children in foster care placement should be mandated to attend
preschool.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the finding. Although the Beard of Supervisors
agrees that the experience of preschool enhances educational outcomes for children and would
be encouraged to see funding made available by the State to make this possible, it is not
authorized under the Welfare and Institutions Code to mandate a compulsory educational
opportunity nor does it have sufficient funds to reimburse the costs to families.

Finding 29: There cre gaps in the education of Monterey County children in foster home
situations. Many children’s records never follow them, and a great deal of time is spent
facilitating enrollment.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,
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SECTION: Heath and Social Services

REPORT TITLE: Child Placement in Monterey County “What is best for the troubled youth
in Monterey County? ”

RESPONSE BY: Monterey County Beard of Supervisors

RESPONSE TO: Recommendations 1-8

Recommendation 1: Monterey County should perform an in-house operational and financial
audit of services provided by contractors for aill levels of child care.

Response: The recommendation will not be implemented. The Department of Social and
Employment Services (DSES) does not contract with individual group homes and cannot enforce
state licensing requirements. The level of care is determined by the group home’s application to
the California State Department of Social Services Community Care Licensing bureau. This
application requires certain services for specific levels of care. It is the responsibility of the
Califorma Department of Sccial Services Community Care Licensing Division to audit and
meanitor their licensed agencies. DSES analysts and fiscal staff review the wnvoices for payments
to ensure that the service requested is the service provided. DSES social workers monitor child
well-being while in placement and keep the court updated.

Recommendation 2: Educationad institutions and group homes should receive training on
implementing AB 490. The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools should hold a
conference on the implementation of AB 490 with pariticipants 1o include group home
administrators, Department of Social Service social warkers, Probation Depariment, CASA,
parents, and guardians.

Response: The recommendation will not be implemented, as it pertains to activity by the
Monterey County Superintendent of Schools. The Board of Supervisors agrees that AB 490
tratning should be made available to group home administrators, Prepartment of Social and
Employment Services social workers, Probation Department, CASA, parents, and guardians and
will work with the Monterey County Superintendent of Schools to implement the
recommendation by December 2006,

Recommendation 3: Classrooms and on ground schools located at group homes should be
monitored monthly by ihe Monterey County Board of Fducation for compliance with AB 490,

Response; The recommendation will not be implemented, as it pertains to activity by the
Monterey County Board of Education. The County does not have statutory authority to pursue
such momtoring, but will werk cellaboratively with the Menterey County Superintendent of
Schools to support their process.

Recommendation 4: Monterey County showld have a secured psychiatric unit for emergency
placement of seriously disturbed children.

Response: The recomumendation requires further analysis in order to fully assess the extent to
which such a facility 15 needed, alternative approaches, and cost comparisons. Such examination
will require a mininum of six months to complete.
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Monterey County has a contimuum of mental health services for seriously disturbed children that
includes several alternatives 1o a secured psychiatric unit for emergency placement. The
Monterey County Beard of Supervisors is aware of the particular interest of the Juvenile Justice
Court for establishing a separate unit and will be injtiating a feasibility study for developing such
a unit, In reviewing the feasibility, the first step is to know what is cwrrently available in the
County and what additional facilities are used out-of-County.

For children and adolescents in the County, the Health Department - Behavioral Health Division
mcludes a 24/7 Crisis Team, which responds 1o the emergency psychiatric needs of children and
adolescents. This Team works with families, institutions (such as hospitals) and other service
providers to reduce the psychiatric consequences of children and adolescents in ¢risis. In-County
resources include a short term residential crisis house in North County, 24/7 staff available to
intervene in crisis situations, and a safe room at Natividad Medical Center's emergency
department to provide a secure place for an adolescent or child while investigating an appropriate
out of County placement. It was recently learned that Community Hospital of the Monterey
Peninsula’s (CHOMP) inpatient adolescent program has closed and this local resource is no
longer available. The Health Department - Behavioral Health Division has used this facility for
lower risk youth on 26 occasions for short-term admissions. County staff continues to actively
explore intensive crisis services that can substitute for these admissions at the same time working
with Bay Area hospitals around procedures that insure expedited admission processes when
hospitalization i3 required.

ks the past, County staff has explored the licensing, reimbursement, and other requirements for
establishing a secured inpatient adolescent mental health facility. Those findings will be updated
in a future report. However, in summary they indicate that the staffing, program, and facility
requirements were cost prohibitive with reimbursements not keeping pace with costs. It was also
determined that Statewide, secured facilities for children and adolescents are closing. In the last
few years, over 120 beds have been lost in the Bay Area region alone. Two principle reasons are
the concerted effort to have alternative non-secured placements and the lack of demand for such
facilities even in high population areas with a critical mass of children.

Recommendation 5: Monterey County should increase funding end staff in the Probation
Department in areas related to juvenile issues.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. As part of the current fiscal vear
budget process, funding was added te the Probation Department budget for Juvenile Institutions
Officer positions to appropriately staff the Juvenile Hall and Youth Center, This was
accemplished with the assistance of the Auditor-Controller, Treasurer-Tax Collector, Revenue
Division, County Administrative OHTice, and the Board of Supervisors’ Budget Committee.

Recommendation 6: Monterey County should increase funding 1o rehabiliiate and maintain
Jacilities at Rancho Clelo. It shonld also take steps to promote funding from the private secitor.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The County is in a unique partnership
with Rancho Cielo, a 501{c)(3) not-for-prefit agency. Rancho Cielo has taken the responsibility
for renovation and development cf the grounds and facilities, while the County (Probation
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Department} with its collaborative agencies operates the program, which provides services to at
risk youth, Major improvements have been made and efforts continue with the assistance of the
private sector. At present a lease extension is in the works, which will continue the cooperative
partnership between the County and Rancho Cielo.

Recommendation 7: Social services should create a tracking method for eligibility and
participation in the Independent Living Program. The need is to increase cooperation among
the Probation Department, Office of Empioyment, California State University Monterey Bay,
Hartnell Community College, and Monferey Peninsula College to use their cross resources fo
make a commiiment to reach each youth.

Response: The recormmendation has been implemented. A tracking method for eligibility and
participation in the Independent Living Program is in place. The Department of Sccial and
Employment Services currently facilitates an oversight committee dedicated to the Independent
Living Program and Permanence for Youth., This committee consists of representatives from the
Office of Employment and Training, Children’s Behavioral Health, Probation, Peacock Acres
group home, Hartnell College and a youth representative. Representatives from California State
University Monterey Bay, and Monterey Peninsula College are being invited to all future
meetings.

Recommendation 8;: The Department of Social Services should review programs that may have
overlapping functions and'or may not be effective.

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. Program evaluation 15 an ongoing
pracess in the Department of Social and Employment Services (DSES). DSES is in the midst of
a System Improvement Plan, which requires ongoing program evaluation. DSES also works
very closely with its county and community partners to coordinate services and reduce possible
duplications,
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SECTTON: Heath and Social Services

REFORT TITLE: Monterey County Envirenmental Health — Public Food Safety
RESPONSE BY: Monterey County Board of Supervisors

RESFONSE TO: Findings 1-4

Finding 1: According to the Department of Fnvironmental Health, the major dangers of food-
related illness are illegally imported foods and unlicensed caterers.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding as it references food distribution at the retail
level. (Environmenial Health is a Division of the Monterey County Health Department. }

Finding 2: Rather than publish a complex numeric evaluation system like those of some other
health departments in California, Monterey County initicted a “Gold Seal” program to
recognize Jacilities that demonstrate substantial compliance with the California Reiail Food
Facilities Law and the California Health and Safety Code. Qualifiers are awarded a prominent
decal and encouraged to place it on public display.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. The new voluntary “CGold Seal” program
has proven to be a pesitive incentive for retail food establishments to “raise the food safety bar”.
The retail food industry and the public have embraced this program, which has created much
greater participation by the food imdustry and the public in assisting the Health Department -
Environmental Health Division to assure food safety. :

Finding 3: The Consumer Health Protection Services completed 1,870 retai! food inspections
from Aprif 15, 2005 to July 15, 2003. Fifly seven percent of 1,060 were awarded the “Gold
Seal”.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. The “Gold Seal” program is designed to
require a higher standard of sanitation and food safety than required by current State law.
Subsequent to the initial implementation of the “Gold Seal” program, there has been & substantial
increase of retail food establishments qualifying for the Seal, demonstrating the effectiveness of
the program. Currently, 70% of the retail food establishments in Monterey County have
qualified for the “Gold Seal”.

Finding 4: The Division has challenges recruiting and retaining public health professionals
becatise of the high cost of living in Monterey County.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. The high cost of housing and the
differential in salaries vis-a-vis adjacent counties has negatively impacted the Division,
particularly in the area of retention, The Califorma Health and Safety Code requires all
Environmental Health Specialists to be registered; and to that end, also reguires extensive on-the-
job training before a trainee is allowed to sit for the Statewide environmental health specialist
registration examination. In order to provide the requisite traming, the Environmental Health
Dhvision dedicates approximately nine hundred hours of staff time per trainee. Unfortunately,
retaining Environmental Health Specialist trainees once they complete the mandated training and
registration has been problematic. One of the principle causes cited by exiting staff has been the
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attraction of the much higher salary ranges offered by adjacent counties. Currently the Division
18 attempting to recruit whenever possible, qualified candidates whom have family roots in
Monterey County and that have their housing needs met at pre-employment. The Divigion is

also providing information to Health Department Human Resource Services to assist their study
of the comparative salary issues.
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SECTION: Law Enforcement

REPORT TITLE: Law Enforcement in Monterey County
RESPONSE BY: Monterey County Board of Supervisors
RESPONSE TO: Findings 16-18 and 22-25

County Jail

Finding 16: The Sheriff's Depariment is understaffed due to budget constrainis. The staff is
short 17.5 fulldime positions.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the finding., The figure of 17.5 full-time positions is
not an analytically supported number, The Board of Supervisors has approved and authorized
the County Administrative Officer and Sheriff to jointly contract with an outside consultant to
review Sheriff’s Office staffing and overtime issues and develop a comprehensive staffing plan
and refief factor analysis. This study should produce validated staffing requirements.

Finding 17: Low salovies create difficulties in recruiting.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. It is true that low salaries create
difficulties in recruiting, however low salaries cannot be fairly isolated as the sole canse. The
cause of recruitment difficulties is complex and is not always a wage issue. Higher paying
police agencies also are experiencing recruitment difficulties.

The County has in the past and comtinues to make conscientious efforts to keep pace with market
forces; this includes a wage formula in current safety contracts that endeavors to keep pace with
police salaries in the cities of Salinas, Monterey, and Seaside.

Finding 18: The cost of housing in this area is another factor in maimiaining employees.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. Momterey County has an affordable housing
problem. Soaring home prices have put homeownership out of reach for a large segment of the
County emplovees and created issues related to attracting new or retaming existing staff. As one
potential example, the Sheriff's Office estimates approximately one-third of its existing
workforce has chosen to live outside of Monterey County due, in part, to the high cost of
housing,

To help address this issue, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors has initiated a
multifaceted program, The Board has priontized completion of the Castroville Community Plan
and implementation of the East Garrison Specific Plan. These two areas have the potential to
create 3,000 new dwelling units. The Board recently approved a new innovative workforce
housing program strategy statement that will provide an incentive program intended to encourage
developers to construct projects that contain significant amounts of atfordabie and workdorce
housing  Finally, the County continues to implement a first time homebuyer program (down
payment assistance) that should enhance workers ability to buy new units that are scheduled to
come on line in the near future.
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Finding 22: Persons arrested in a Monterey County city on a Friday evening for a non-bailable
offense are placed in the County jail untif arraigned on the following Monday. The County then
bills the particular city for the bovking fee. Since the State has reduced the amount of
reimbursement to $1 10, the County does not receive the total cost for incarcerating the inmates
Jrom cities. County General Fund is then paying for the additional cost of housing and feeding
these inmates.

Response: The respondent disagrees partiaily with the finding. The figure of $110 doliars is
incorrect. All city law enforcement agency arrests that are not released by the arresting agency
are processed (booked) and housed in the Monterey County Jail. When the arrestee cannot bail
out or is not released on their “own recognizance”, they remain in County Jail until their
arraignment or until they are released as a no filing (usually within 48 hours). California
Government Code Section 29550 authorizes counties to bill the cities for the cost of booking
arrestees into the county jail. On July 1, 2005 Section 29550 of the Governtoent Code was
amended to restrict the County to only bzlling the cities half of the actval cost of the booking
process. The actual cost of booking a Monterey County arrestee is $244.80. The cities are
therefore billed for half of that amount, which is $122.40. The County General Fund absorbs the
other half of the cost. The beoking process cost does not address the costs of housing an inmate,
" The daily inmate housing cost of $68.22 is & Monterey County General Fund expense.

Manterey County Probation Department

Finding 23: Information was oblained on Monterey County s salary structure ard compared to
eight comparable counties as identified by the Board of Supervisors. Monterey County
FProbation Deparfiment salaries are lower than the average of their counterparts in comparable
COUNES.

Response: The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. It ¢an be misleading {and
macourate) to compare base salaries without looking at other cash contributions. The best
praciices of compensation parity involve a review of other cash contributions including wages,
benefit, rehrement, and scope of duties analysis.

While no sanctioned study has been completed, historically Monterey County has not faired well
apainst the eight comparable counties. This is due to the fact that included in the eight counties
are two of the highest paying public entities in the State of California; Santa Clara and San
Mateo counties.

The County has in the past and continues to make conscientious efforts to keep pace with market
forces; this includes a wage formula in current safety contracts that endeavors to keep pace with
police salaries in the cities of Salinas, Monterey, and Seaside.

Finding 24: The Probation Department is housed in a very old building with deferred
maintenance and a substandard, overcrowded working environment.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding,
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Finding 23: This Department is also understaffed  The Department has difficulty retaining
goad peaple because staff leaves to work for other offices that offer higher compensation within
cocd outsicle County government.

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.
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SECTION: Law Enforcement

REPORT TTTLE: Law Enforcement in Monterey County
RESPONSE BY: Mounterey County Board of Supervisors
RESPONSE TO: Recommendation 1

Recommendation 1: Monterey Cownty should butld a new County Jail.

Response: The recommendation requires further analysis. Consideration will be given to
implementation during the next fiscal vear. The construction of a new jail or jail expansion is
identified as a high pniority in the Monterey County Five Year Capital Improvement Plan of
2006. The Board Of Supervisor’s Capital Improvement Committee, County Administrative
Office and the Sheriff’s Office are collaborating in order to initiate a Facilities Needs
Assessment for the jail. The completion of & Facility Needs Assessment is the first step in the
planning process for new jail construction or jail expansion and renovation,

The first phases of the present Monterey County jail facility were constructed in 1970 and 1977.
Expansions occurred in 1987, 1993 and 1995. The State of California’s Corrections Standards
Authority board rated capacity for the Monterey County Jail is 813 inmates. The current daily
population average is 1,150 inmates. The current daily inmate population average equates to
141% of the rated capacity. The construction of a new jail or jail expansion and renovation
should ease overcrowding and provide a safer environment for the inmates, staff and public as
well as address future population growth.
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MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

MEETING: March 14, 2006 | AGENDA NO:
SUBJECT: a) Consider approval of the response to the Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 2005
Final Report; and

b) Authorize the County Administrative Cffice to file the approved response with the
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, County of Monterey, on or befors April 3,
2006.

DEPARTMENT; County Administrative Office

RECOMMENDATIONS:

It 1s recommended that the Board of Supervisors:
a) Consider approval of the response to the Menterey County Civil Grand Jury 2005 Final
Report; and
b) Anthorize the County Administrative Office to file the approved response with the
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, County of Monterey, on or before April 3, 2006,

- SUMMARY/DISCUSSION:

The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 2003 Final Report was issued on January 3, 2006. By
law, the Board of Supervisors and County departments, excepting those with elected department
heads, are required to respond to specific findings and recommendations as directed thersin,
Within 50 days of Report issuance, by April 3, 2006, the response must be filed with the
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of Monterey County.

The County Administrative Office prepared the recommended response to the Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury 2005 Final Report on behalf of the Board of Supervisors. The Board of
Supervisors” approved respouse should be deemed and accepted by the Monterey County Civil
Grand Jury and the Presiding Judge of the Supetier Court of Monterey County as the response of
the Board of Supervisors, County Administrative Officer, and appointed County department
heads.

By law, elected County department heads, in this case the Assessor and Sheriff, were required to
file responses to the Grand Jury Report independently by March 3, 2006. The Board will teceive
mformational copies of the Assessor and Shenff responses by way of a separate item appearing
on the Board’s March 14, 2006 Consent Agenda.

The recommended response is intended to reflect staffs’ understanding of Board policy. Should
the Board wish to modity the recommended response, the Board should direct the County
Administrative Office to do so and return with those changes at its March 28, 2006 meeting.

OTHER AGENCY INVOILYEMENT:

The County Administrative Office prepared the recommended response to the Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury 2005 Final Report with the assistance, input and appropriate review by the
following County departments: Asseszor; Department of Social and Employment Services;
Resource Management Agency (Planning and Building Inspection & Housing and
Redevelopment); Health; Probation; and Sheriff.

Members of the 2005 and 2006 Monterey County Civil Grand Juries were invited to attend the

Boards” hearing of this matter. .
I




400000
Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the
County of Monterey, State of California

a) Consider approval of the response to the Monterey )
County Civil Grand Jury 2005 Final Report; and )
b) Authorize the County Administrative Office to file the )
approved rasponse with the Presiding Judge of the )
Supenor Court, County of Monterey, on or before )]
April 3, 2006.............. )

Upon motion of Supervisor_Calcagno seconded by Supervisor _Potter , and carried by
those members present, the Board of Supervisors hereby:

a) Approves the response to the Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 2003 Final
Report; and

b} Authorizes the County Administrative Gffice to file the approved response with
the Pregiding Judge of the Superiar Court, County of Monterey, on or before
Apnl 3, 2006.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 14™ day of March 2006, by the following vote, to-wit:

AYES:  Supervisors Armenta, Calcagno, Potter and Smith
NOES: MNone

ABSENT: Supervisor Lindley

I, Lew C. Bauman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California,
hereby certify that the foregeing is a tae copy of an orgmal order of said Board of Supervisors duly made
and entered in the minutes thercof Mmute Bool: 73, on _March 14, 2006

Drated: March 13, 2006 Lew C. Bapman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors,
County of Monterey, State of California.

By

/ Cynthia Juarez, Wty O
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OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR

(831) T65-5035 - P.O. BOX 570 - COURTHOUSE - SALINAS, CALIFORMIA 53502
(MONTEREY PENINSULA RESIDENTS MAY DIAL B47-T719)

STEPHEN L VAGHINE
ADSEESDR

February 1), 2000

The Honorable Stephen A, Sillman
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court -2005
P03 Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902 -

RE: Response to 2006 Grand Jury Report on Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection
Department

Dear Honorable Siflman;

As per subdivigion (b} of Section 933 of the Penal Code I am submitting the following responses to
Recommendatiens 2 and 3 in the section of the 2005 Grand Jury Report pertaining to the Mnnl,en:y
County Planming and Building Department.

Respanses to Findings 65

65. The Grand Jury found during inquiry into PBID Information Technology (IT) operations,
* that County land use databases, as needed by PBID for its operations, are not accessible.
not ¢xistent or not up-to-date. The Grand Jury's findings unavoidably have to include
findings concerning the greater County land use systems, due to its impact cn PETD

operations.

Response: The Assessor” Office maintains land use information in a QL database that 1s linked 10
and shared with PBID’s Permits Plus database. In addition, the Assessor’s Office has a history of
making its data views available to all requesting agencies, ineluding the County IT Department. The
Assessor’s Office database, including sales and transfers, has been updated within five days of
County recordings siee Junc 15, 2005, and before that date, was current within a reasonable period
of time.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely, ’

5 ¢ U

Stephen L. Vagnini

Monterey County Assessor Emty Clerk Recorder

831-755-5803 - . . R T
VagnisEco, monterey caus : : .



CTTY HALL
BOX O
CARMEL-BY-THE-5EA, CALIFMINLA 93971

. March &, 2006
The Honorabic Stephen A, Silbnan

2005 Presiding Judge of the Supenor Court

County of Monterey

240 Church 51, North Wing, Room 318

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Judge Sillman:

The Cily of Carmel-by-the-Sea is in recetpt of the 2005 Grand Jury Report, In a scetion of that
report, entitled “Open Govermment”, the Grand Jury reviewed the “open and parlicipative”
procedures for all city governmenls within Monterey Counly. The Report concluded that the
published provedures for each city “appear Lo be adequatc bit may be circumvented or arbitrarily
executed i certain instances resulling in lack of open debate, delayed or inadequate follow-up
and no resolution.”

The following is submiticd by the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea in respense to the above-referenced
section of the 2005 Grand Jury Report:

Ralph M. Brown Acl/ Open Meecting Act: City councils, cominissions and boants, as well as the
elected and appointed bodies of the Counly of Monterey, all special districts wilthin the County,
and the State of California are requirad to follow the Ralph M. Brown Act, also known as the
Open Meeting Act. The Califoruia State Legislature adopled the Brown Act in the early 1950s,
and it remains the hallmark of open government today.

The Legislalive intent, as set forth in Califomia Governmeni Code Section 54950, reads as
follows:

“In cnacting this chapter, the Legislaturc finds and declares that the public
commissions, boards and councils and the other public agencics in this Stule exist to aid
in the condnet of the people’s business. It is the intent ol the law that their actions be
taken openly and that their deliberations be conducted openly.

The people of this Statc do not yield their sovereignty to the agevcies which serve
them. The people, in delegating authonity, do not give their public scrvants the right to
decide what is good for the people 1o know and what is not good for them 1o know. The
people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the instr